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REMARKS 

The application is believed to be in condition for 
allowance for the reasons set forth below. 

Claims 1 and 3-14 are pending in the application. 

Claims 1, 3, 4, 11, 12, 13 and 143 were rejected as 
unpatentable over ROTHSCHILD et al . 6,678,703 in view of PETERS 
5,592,571. That rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Claim 1 recites among other steps, the steps of: 

b) automatically assessing the quality of a digital 
image by using at least one criterion stored on a computer 
belonging to an image-providing appliance, and 

d) publishing the digital image on an Internet page, 
wherein the criterion for the assessment of the digital image is 
the signal-to-noise ratio of the digital image. 

The position set forth in the Official Action is that 
the ROTHSCHILD reference does not specifically disclose image 
quality assessment and that image quality assessment is based on 
a signal-to-noise ratio of the image. The PETERS reference is 
offered for these features. The conclusion set forth in the 
Official Action is that it would have been obvious to combine the 
references in the manner suggested in order to preserve original 
dimensions and minimize processing. 

However, this conclusion is believed to be untenable at 
least for the following reasons. 
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First, PETERS does not disclose that for which it is 
offered with respect to assessing an image. 

PETERS does not automatically assess the quality of a 
digital image. Rather, PETERS discloses a method where an image 
is digitally reprocessed to enhance the image using techniques 
such as smoothing" as disclosed on column 4, lines 3-51 and 
^'detail enhancement" as disclosed on column 5, line 64 to column 
6, line 18. See also column 3, lines 11-18 and column 2, lines 
18-23 of PETERS, which disclose digital image processing, and how 
PETERS improves upon know digital image enhancing to reprocess an 
image for visual evaluation. 

Column 1, line 53 to column 2, line 15 of PETERS 
disclose that image ^devaluation" is primarily a process of 
pattern recognition carried out manually with a user's eyes. 
Based on an image that the viewer sees, the viewer is able to 
draw conclusions about the content of the image. This manual 
examination of an image is used in for example, medical 
applications, where the image is used to make a diagnosis. 

See also column 14, lines 24-27, wherein image 
evaluation requires that all image details are made visible so 
that the images will be identifiable by a user based on pattern 
recognition. The ^''evaluation" of PETERS is performed manually 
using viewers' eyes. PETERS does not automatically assess the 
quality of a digital image as recited. 
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Moreover, the above assessment of PETERS is consistent 
with the passages of PETERS noted in the Official Action. For 
example, column 9, lines 63 to colximn 10, lines 2, noted in the 
Official Action, and in fact the entire disclosure of PETERS is 
directed to changing or improving an image. The image is 
reprocessed for better evaluation. Such changing and improving 
the image is not related to the recited automatically assessing 
the quality of a digital image. 

Second, PETERS does not disclose that for which it is 
offered with respect to signal-to-noise ratio. 

The signal-to-noise ratio disclosed, for example, on 
column 19, lines 62-65 and column 20, lines 60-64 of PETERS is 
with respect to '^smoothing" and image ^^enhancement". The passage 
on column 19 provides that signal-to-noise ratio was improved by 
image processing especially ^^smoothing" . The passage on column 
20 is directed to reprocessing of details of a recorded image. 
One of ordinary skill in the art would recognize that these terms 
are related to processing or changing an image so that details of 
a recorded image could be made visually perceptible. 

In contrast, according to the present invention, 
digital pictures are automatically assessed using signal-to-noise 
ratio and on the basis of the signal-to-noise ratio, selected 
digital images that have sufficient quality for publication are 
published on the Internet. 
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The above noted features are missing from each of the 
references, are absent from the combination and thus, would not 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art. 

Independent claims 12 and 13 include similar 
recitations to that of claim 1. The analysis above regarding 
claim 1 is equally applicable to claims 12 and 13. 

Claims 5 and 7-10 were rejected as unpatentable over 
ROTHSCHILD et al . in view of PETERS and further in view of GUPTA 
et al . 6,370,480. That rejection is respectfully traversed. 

GUPTA is only cited for the disclosure of ranking an 
image. GUPTA does not disclose automatically assessing a digital 
image using a signal-to-noise ratio of the digital image as 
recited in claim 1. As set forth above, ROTHSCHILD in view of 
PETERS does not disclose this feature. Since claims 5 and 7-10 
depend from claim 1 and further- define the invention, the 
proposed combination of references would not have rendered 
obvious claims 5 and 7-10. 

Claim 6 was rejected as unpatentable over ROTHSCHILD et 
al . in view of PETERS and further in view of KELLEY et al . U.S. 
PGPUB No. 2002/0082864. That rejection is respectfully 

traversed. 

The KELLEY reference is only cited for the disclosure 
of updating an image assessment over the Internet. KELLEY does 
not disclose automatically assessing a digital image using a 
signal-to-noise ratio of the digital image as recited in claim 1. 
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As set forth above, ROTHSCHILD in view of PETERS does not 
disclose what is recited in claim 1. Since claim 6 depends from 
claim 1 and further defines the invention, the proposed 
combination of references would not have rendered obvious claim 
6. 

In view of the foregoing remarks, it is believed that 
the present application has been placed in condition for 
allowance. Reconsideration and allowance are respectfully 
requested . 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized in this, 
concurrent, and future replies, to charge payment or credit any 
overpayment to Deposit Account No. 25-0120 for any additional 
fees required under 37 C.F.R. § 1.16 or under 37 C.F.R. § 1.17. 



Respect fully submitted. 
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